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Did Sulami Plagiarize Sarraj P 

By A. J. ARBERRY 

OULAMl'S tractate on the Malamatls (Risalat al-Mala- 
matiya), as preserved in the Berlin manuscript, 1 has been 
fully and scientifically analysed and described by Professor R. 
Hartmann in Der Islam, vol. viii, pp. 157-203. 2 There remains 
nothing to be added to the conclusions reached there. It is, 
however, to be remarked that Hartmann's article takes no 
account of the Cairo manuscript of the tract 3 : this, indeed, 
could hardly have been available at the time the article was 
written. The Cairo manuscript has been noted and utilized 
by Massignon 4 : a striking feature of this copy, however, 
which distinguishes it from that preserved at Berlin, appears 
to have escaped attention, and the purpose of the present 
note is to call attention to this peculiarity. 

The title of Sulami's treatise as given in the Cairo manuscript 
is : Usui al-Maldmatlya xva- gh alatat al-Sufiya. Its text agrees 
perfectly with the Berlin copy, so far as the latter goes ; but 
after the point at which the Berlin copy ends, a new section 
is added in the Cairo manuscript, with the heading Fasl 
fi ghalatat al-Sufiya. The author then proceeds to enumerate 
the various errors into which certain " schools " of the Sufis 
had fallen. What a valuable new source on a highly interesting 
subject, says the expectant reader ! But, alas, this is no new 
source at all, as the extracts published below will amply 
demonstrate. This section is, in fact, nothing more than 
a brief precis of Kitab al-lMma* of al-Sarraj, pp. 409-435 
(Nicholson's edition). The pr6cis is not even a particularly 
intelligent one : it is rather to be described as a wholesale 

1 Ahlwardt 3388. 

2 Brockclraann (Erster Supplemcntband, p. 362) is, of course, mistaken in 
describing this articlo as a translation of Kitab 'Uyiib al-najs, an entirely 
different work. 

8 Old catalogue, vii, p. 228. 

4 Bibliographic Hallagienne (suppl. to Passion) , p. 12. 
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plagiarism of Sarraj *s text, committed without the slightest 
acknowledgment or excuse. 

Plagiarism is, of course, a well-known vice of less reputable 
Arabic authors, and even to this day is freely enough indulged, 
as could be demonstrated by numerous examples. 1 Sulami 
has, however, generally been conceded to be an honest and 
valuable authority, and if the present charge is really to be 
laid at his door h is* reputation must in consequence suffer. 
But is it he, in fact, who is guilty ? The Cairo manuscript is 
not very old, undated but probably of the eleventh- 
seventeenth century ; and as the Berlin copy lacks this con- 
cluding section it would be permissible to argue that it is an 
excrescence on Sulamfs text, added by a late and undis- 
criminating admirer. If this is the case, then the section 
naturally has no value whatsoever. If, however, Sulami really 
is guilty, then the section is of the utmost importance : for it 
constitutes the earliest testimony now extant to the text of 
Kitdb al-Luma'. It shows us the text of Sarraj differing little 
if at all from what we know it to be. Sulami died in 412/1021, 
Sarraj in 378/988 : Sulami is thus almost a contemporary 
witness to the text of Sarraj. 2 

The selections from the " precis " given below, compared 
with the corresponding passages in Kitdb al-Luma\ amply 
prove the charge of plagiarism. 

Sarraj Sulam! 

1 Sec, for example, H. A. R. Gibb's remarks in BSOS., vii, p. 11 (n. 3), 
20 (n. 2). 

8 Qushairi in his Risdla (437/1045) is otherwise the earliest authority 
for the text, see Nicholson's edition of Sarraj, in trod., p. xl. The relevant 
section in Kilab al-Liima' is based on a single MS., though the Bankiporo 
copy, as Maulavi Abdul Hamid remarks, is the oldest known to exist 
(Bankiporc 825) ; and this contains that section. 
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SARRAJ SULAMf 

jli cJu^JI o>- J^ j£* J1 JI^J j^iuu jl^JI J* I., 

cr« j^» &»•*•. ^ t>^ w» ju-b j-n o* 'y J 1 ^ jM 

*• * * 

Jl^b oUL. l^VUc Jj Jl ^,VI IJu> j Ijl;JL. -Oil 

. . . oljbb c-^l^j c>bljb tU jU «ju-JI ji>. jt. jl^ 

X^l H" J* 4-L-l <2 jb f liil iaj dtti., jUl ji liT 

1^31 *Lil *±H ^ j ... ^Vl U» ^ \j\, Jill i"oj 

^r .bl jbJb Uj*_:_^ Mil jbJb ^Lil v Li»-l 

Uj^wj U^_~e u^Jj-iJ' VjJ' ^i cJbJb J»\j$ 
J*l Jf UaJI J; cJbJl., l,UV 
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Sarraj SulamI 

l>U j_Si\ 3J\ Jl o>: ib J^VI j cJ^U <2i, 

j ^>> .J.^^^ 4«->_^ <^ J^VI «^ J^l 

<±.h ^^_i-Vlj Ja^JI v bVI ^ *.,^l J cili 

fcJo J^ VI £^d J^ jl ^ LjJb u jcJ b^ 

t 3 ^ & ^ r^ ^ L " r**-^ r" Jjl ^ ij, - s ' b - 

JUVIj JI^VIj cUsllj j.^ l H ^j ^1 ^j 

Ui ^ as j|£ Jly VI, jj, <V> Jii ^A- ^ 

I^»»l:^j J^^Vl <pisj^A jrii UJ>^ Llj J^-ju ^ 
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Sarraj SulamI 

<> pSjj c\j\J\ psTj*) ^U. U-. jf I UJiJI dUr 

J^ cr* J^Ji J ^ Jl ijA> ^i ^ J-J lib 

i^u as jlj- lit s^j^.3 £i liA ^j-i^ 

JU-o J^UVI fJ ^ Jl 
I^D.j JJlill lA-~» j>-*VI 

l^ib ab-Ji IjT/j c-.^)l 

jl ijaU >jl \>j b ;>ai 
jUiVb ;.>ji ji^vi 

•jl .. . ..I 

347. 



